
INTERMOUNTAIN POWER PROJECT
APPLICATION ANALYSIS

January 25 1980

AplicabilityDeteriination

The proposed Internountain Power Project IPP will consist of Four coal
fired electrical power units that will generate 750 megawatts each for
total of 3000 megawatts Emissions from the Source will be from the two
main stacks coal handling lime handling ash handling and haul roads

Estimated emissions from the proposed operations are as follows

PARTI CULATES

Potential Actual Allowable
Operation tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr

Twostacks 939552 2120 3348
Coal Unloading 200 N/A
Coal Crushing 758 1.5 N/A
Coal Conveying 250 25 N/A

Conveyor Transfer 500 N/A
Coal Storage 1208 120.8 N/A
Lime Transfer and Storage 17 0.1 N/A
Ash Silo Unloading 9390 94 N/A
Haul Roads 341 N/A

Total Particulates 952208 2375.4

Other pollutants are only emitted from the main stacks and are estimated
as follows

Potential Actual Allowable
Pollutant tons/yr tons/yr tons/y

SO2 164032 15404 49210

NO 98195 61371 61371

CO 5468 5468 N/A

HC 1641 1641 N/A

The proposed IPP plant is subject to review as required under Section
52.21 for emissions of particulates sulfur dioxide nitrogen oxides
carbon dioxide and hydrocarbons
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Application Overview

revised P50 permit application was received on August 1978 for the
prcpQsed Lynndyl site Additional information was requested and received
durn th hewing year The last date that information was provided was

1979 The proposed plant is being reviewed in accordance with the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Regulations as promulgated on June
19 1978

Control Technology Review

control technology review must consider particulate matter sulfur
dioxide nitrogen oxides carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons The proposed
plant has been reviewed and it has been determined that applicable State

Implementation Plan emission limitations and emission standards under 40 CFR
Part 60 and Part 61 will be met see Attachment No

Process emissions of carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons are assumed to

meet the best available control technology BACT requirements because no

control technology is available

The Weir horizontal scrubber is expected to achieve 90 percent removal

of sulfur dioxide emissions and result in 0.15 lbs/MM Btu at the expected
worst fuel sulfur content Current New Source Performance Standards NSPS
would require 70 percent removal of SO2 emissions

Particulate emissions are expected not to exceed 0.02 lbs/MM Btu with

the use of the hot side ESP followed by the horizontal scrubber NSPS limit

particulate emissions to 0.03 lb/MM Btu

Nitrogen oxides emissions are expected to meet and emission limit of

0.55 lbs/MM Btu Although much of the coal burned may be classified as

bituminous which would be allowed an emission limit of 0.6 lbs/MM Btu under

NSPS the sulfur content will remain low less than one percent Therefore
tube wastage should not pose the same problem as with high sulfur Eastern
bituminous coals when the boiler operations creates reducing atmosphere
which often accompanies low NOx operation Tests have indicated that an

existing plant burning coal similar to that which IPP will burn achieves

NOx emission limit of 0.54 lbs/MM Btu on 30day average without excessive

slagging problems The allowable emission limit required to meet BACT

requirements should therefore be 0.55 lbs/MM Btu when the low sulfur
bituminous coal is being burned

Particulate emissions from the coal handling operations will be control-

led by using enclosures water sprays with surfactant surface crusting
agents and fabric filters Transfer and handling of lime will have emis
sions vented into fabric filter hydro-mixer will be needed to add water
to dry ash which will help control fly ash emissions The landfilIed fly ash
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and SO2 sludge will be stabilized to minimize emissions during unloading

operations Any unpaved roads should have emissions controlled by the

addition of chemical dust suppressants and supplemented with water

It is EPAs opinion that the IPPs proposal for the plant along with

conditions imposed by the PSD permit represents BACT as required by the PSO

regulations see Attachment

Stack Heights

The degree of emission limitation required for control of any air pol
lutant under the PSD regulations shall not be affected in any manner by
stack height which exceeds good engineering practice The height of the two

main stacks at the IPP plant were planned to be 750 feet when the plant was

to be at the Salt Wash site The planned stack height was changed to ___
710 feet when the plant location was changed to the Lynndyl site.ód
engineering practice GEP for the stack heights is defined by height not

over the height of nearby structure plus one and half times the lesser

dimension height or width of the nearby structure The height of the

boilers is less than the width of the boilers SEP for the IPP plant is as

follows

GEP 2.5 height of boilers

SEP 2.5 284 feet 710 feet

The air quality impact was determined using the SEP stack heights

Air Quality Models

Title 40 Part 52 Section 52.21m requires that ambient impact anal

yses shall be based on diffusion models specified in the Guidelines on Air

Quality Models OAQPS 1.2080 The applicant did not use Guideline

model but EPA Region VIII did use CRSTER Guideline model to

substantiate the applicants results for both 24 and 3-hour impacts

The annual impact is predicted by the applicants model to be very

small EPA concurs with these results but has not used Guideline model

to substantiate this

Air Quality Review

Maintenance of NAAQS

Available ambient monitoring data taken near the proposed site have

shown occasional violations of the 24-hour TSP standard while measured
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concentrations are well within the national annual standard 45 ug/m3 at

the highest site The occasional short-term violations are caused by rural

fugitive dust uncontaminated by industrial pollution and do not occur under
conditions when the proposed facility is expected to have its highest contri
bution ug/rn3 Thus the proposed facility would not contribute to

violations of the national standards

Maintenance of the Increments

At the points of maximum impacts of the stack emissions in Class and

Class II areas the analysis shows that there would be no violations of the

applicable increments suninary of the air quality analysis is contained in

attachment For fugitive emission impacts on Class II areas see Response
if of appendix II

Monitoring

Preconstruction monitoring under 52.21n- should not be required
because the P50 application was not submitted after August 1978

post-construction ambient air quality monitoring plan will be prepared
for SO2 and particulate matter to determine the impact that p1ant emissions

are having on the air quality The duration of data collection site

locations and instrumentation requirements will be approved by the Utah

State Division of Health Bureau of Air Quality

Additional Impact Analysis

Visibility

Information concerning the visibility impact around the Lynndyl Site is

contained in report dated June 1979 and entitled Calculated Visibility

Impacts of Emissions from the Proposed IPP Power Plant at the Lynndyl Site

EPA has reviewed this information and is of the opinion that the results

of the visibility Impact calculations do not indicate need to change the

design of the IPP plant or deny the permit

Soils and Vegetation

IPP discussed additional impacts that would result on soils vegetation
and air quality because of the plant and associated growth in letter dated

September 26 1978 It was concluded from the study that the impact would be

nondetectable

General Growth

The analysis included the impact from the normal work-day operating
force of 475 people Access roads to and from the plant are paved so that
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traffic associated fugitive dust emissions will be negligible Both

construction and operating impacts associated with the growth requirements

due to workers and their families were considered in Section 8.5 of the

draft environmental statements

Public Participation

The application analysis and proposed permit were made available for

public inspection at the EPA offices in Denver and the Utah Bureau of Air

Quality offices in Salt Lake City The EPA analysis and proposed permit were

made available at the Millard County Clerks office in Fillmore Utah

public hearing was held on January 10 1980 in Salt Lake City public

notice regarding our proposed action was issued in the Salt Lake City Tribune

on December 14 1980 and the Millard County Chronicle on December 13 1979

No comments were made during the public hearing Three written comments were

received before the public comment period closed on January 17 1980 These

comments were considered in the final permit and are summarized in the

summary of public comments Appendix II of the permit

On January 24 1980 IPP requested that EPA delay issuance of the PSD

permit until it could evaluate certain conditions in the proposed permit

IPP requested reopening of the public comment period so it could submit

additional material regarding the permit public notice was issued in the

Millard County Chronicle on March 27 1980 which reopened the coment period

until April 17 1980 and gave notice of meeting with IPP on April 10

1980 to discuss certain conditions in the permit Onehundred and ninety

three public comments were received and considered in the final permit

These comments are also summarized in appendix II of the permit
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APPENDIX II

JPP Power Plant

Suniiiary of Public Comments

Comment la The potential emission estimate for NO emiSSions of 98195
tons per year appears to be very high

Response la Potential NOx missions were estimated to be those that would
occur if the burners were not designed for NOx control The
EPA Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors AP-42 was
used to estimate uncontrolled potential NO emission

Comment 2a The application analysis stated that the height of the two main
stacks will be 750 feet The height of the stacks was changed
to 710 feet when the project was relocated from Salt Wash to

Lynndyl

Response 2a correction has been made

Comment 3a The calculated SO2 emission rate was 0.155 pounds per million
Btus heat input Shouldnt the allowable emission limit be
rounded off to 0.16 instead of 0.15

Response 3a Because of the tentative nature of the provided coal quality
data the sensitivity of the estimated emission rate does not

warrant such exactness

Comment 4a The 90 percent reduction in SO2 emission is redundant since
the emission rate is based on that amount of control

Response 4a The sulfur and Btu value of coal will vary considerably
Operation of the control equipment in the most efficient manner
will result in variations in the emission rate but can be-

demonstrated by constant emission reduction

Comment5a The optical density is feature of the opacity measuring
device that does not lend itself for continuous monitoring and

the requirement should be deleted

Response 5a All equipment manufacturers do have the capability of producing
an optical density output. It should be reported as value

averaged over about hour

Comment 6a Permit conditions should contain general discussion as to

when the emission limits proposed are enforceable and when

exemptions apply
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Response 6a Changes have been made to the permit Condition number 10
was added to indicate exemptions

Comment 7a EPAs decision to revise the proposed NO emission limit

when burning bituminous coal from 0.6 to 0.5 pounds per
million Btus heat input is more stringent than new source
performance standards i1SPS Since IPP has recently commit
ted itself to burning Utah bituminous coal the NSPS emission
limit of 0.6 pounds per million Btus heat Tnput should remain
as the permit condition

Response 7a It is EPAs responsibility to conduct control technology
review under the PSD regulations which will determine what is

best available control technology BACT or each applicable
pollutant BACT must be an emission limit based on the rnaxi
mum degree of emission reduction which the Administrator on

casebycase basis determines is achievable for the source
In no case can determination of BACT result in emissions
which would exceed any applicable NSPS Review of the pream
ble to the NSPS in the Federal Register dated June 11 1979
made it clear that EPA had data avaiiiEle that would support
an emission limit of 0.5 pounds per million Btus heat input

for coal burning boilers pages 33586 and 33587 The
Administrator established higher emission limit of 0.6

pounds per million Btus for when bituminous coals are burned
to reduce the potential for increased tube wastage during low

NO operation The severity of the tube wastage is believed
to vary with several factors but especially with the sulfur
content of the coal burned Bituminous coals with low sul
fur content should not experience this problem and therefore
the higher emission rate should not be needed to prevent
excessive boiler tube wastage BACT for boilers burning coal

that would not experience excessive tube wastage at low NO
conditions should be an emission limit of 0.5 pounds per
million Btus heat input

Information was later provided which showed that Utah

bituminous similar to what IPP will burn causes slagging prob
lems This operational problem was solved by increasing the
excess air which increases NO emissions Memos from the

EPA Industrial Enviromental Research Laboratory and the EPA

Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards confirm that the
Utah bituminous can be burned in manner to reduce

slagging and achieve NOx emission limit of 0.550 lbs/106
Btu based on 30day rolling average The final BACT
decision for the NO limit in the permit 0.55 reflects
consideration of all the above information and comments

Camnent ib Coal fired plants now built canclearly deposit acid precipi
tation on dry deposition greater than sulfuric acid If the
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synfuels program actually becomes operative in the coal bear
ing section of Utah our agricultural lands could become

permanently acidic We are concerned not only about specific
plants such as IPP but combined totals and their effects

Response ib One way to minimize the potential for acid precipitation is to

control sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions to the

maximum extent possible This is one of the purposes of the

PSO regulations Sources must install and operate equipment
that will meet best available control emission limits As
each new plant is proposed it must be evaluated along with

existing plants to insure that no violations of air quality
standards will occur EPA has determined that IPP will meet
these requirements and while acid precipitation is growing
problem permit will be issued because the required
regulation is met

Comment 2b University of Montana botanist Ciancy Gordon has demonstrated

damage to vegetation by pollution from coal fired plants in

Montana am concerned with the problem of projected state
wide emissions and their effects on agriculture

Response 2b Some sites relatively close to the Coistrip power plant appear
to show changes in incidences of foliar pathologies sulfur

concentrations and fluoride concentrations However there
is no conclusive available evidence to support the contention

that the emissions of Colstrip and are causing this

Experiments conducted in 1978 to assess the long term conse

quences of relatively low level chronic SO2 exposure to

native grassland showed that the concentrations necessary to

have demonstrated effect were 1-2 orders of magnitude

greater than those observed near the Colstrip units

The maximum allowable SO2 concentrations permitted by the

P50 regulations will prevent IPPs emissions from reaching the
level at which these effects have been demonstrated

Comment ic In order to continue your fight to clean our air and protect
our health hope you will prevent the construction of any
new plants including IPP that will soil our air ruin our

environment and endanger our health both physical and emo
tional hope you will continue to demand that regulations
be met and that we continue to improve

Resoonse ic The PSO regulations require that best available control tech
nology be utilized to control emissions and that certain air

quality standards not be violated EPA believes that IPP will

fulfill these requirements when they comply with the condi
tions contained in the PSO permit
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Corment id Proposed permit condition 1c requires compliance be
determined solely through use of continuous monitors By
implication then this condition would not allow 1PP to show
compliance through combination of fuel tests and continuous
monitors Without such combination IPP will be unable to
receive credit for sulfur removed prior to or during
combustion

Response id Changes to condition lc and the appendix lit have been
made to allow credit for sulfur removal before the SO2 flue
gas desulfurization systems This sulfur removal can be

counted in the 90 percent reduction requirement in condition1b
Comment 2d An emission limit in the PSD permit of 0.5 pounds per million

Btus heat input for NOx emissions should not be required
when the IPP plant is burning bituminous coal but the 0.6
pounds per million Btus limit required by new source perform
ance standards NSPS Compliance with NO emission limit
more stringent than the recently adopted NSPS limits could
introduce corrosion tube wastage and slagging problems
These problems would affect boiler reliability customer ser
vice and electrical rates

Response 2d The higher emission limit of 0.6 pounds per million Btus was
allowed under NSPS because of concern over the potential for
accelerated boiler tube wastage i.e corrosion during low

NO operation of boilers when burning coal that would create
that problem Evidence that the coal which IPP will burn
would cause this problem was used in the BACT evaluation
However evidence is that the coal should not cause
accelerated boiler tube wastage The severity of tube wastage
is believed to increase directly with the sulfur content of

the coal burned and IPP has projected that the sulfur content
of their coal will range between 0.44 and 0.78 percent This
is low in comparison to the typical bituminous coal or which
concern about accelerted tube wastage was expressedin the
NSPS promulgation The problem about excessive slagging
problems when burning the IPP coal had not been expressed
earlier It was however evaluated in the BACT determination

Comment 3d The automatic revocations condition is inconsistent with the
intent underlying the revisions to EPAs PSO regulations pro
posed in September 1979 The proposed permit provides that it

will be automatically revoked if EPA determines that IPPs
final plans do not contain sufficient information to permit
an independent evaluation of this system or if EPA deter
mines that the system will not achieve the emission limits set
forth in the P50 permit See Response 7a
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It should be emphasized that voiding permit has extremely
serious consequences Not only would it require reapplication
for permit but it would jeopardize the sources entitlement

to the increments allocated to it as result of the original

permit

Region VIII therefore should not void the permit based on

finding concerning the proposed application of pollution con
trol equipment Rather as EPA has recognized in the past
the appropriate remedy is to disapprove application of the

proposed control technology if it is found that the proposed

system would not achieve the applicable emission limits The

source then would be required to obtain approval of new

control system before the facility could corwnence operation

Response 3d The PSO regulations seem to contemplate that no permit should

be issued at all until EPA obtains the information necessary
to determine that BACT will be applied We have issued per
mits to electric power plants without having the necessary
information to know if BACT will be applied because of the

long lead times needed for construction We have included

conditions in the permit requiring that the necessary informa
tion be required and evaluated prior to on-site construction

of the plant Region VIII does not see the automatic

revocation condition as being inconsistent with the PSO regu
lations If the control equipment information submitted with

the PSO application had been found inadequate or it had been

determined that it would not achieve the BACT requirements

PSD permit would not have been issued We do not agree that

the plant should be allowed to commence construction without

having an emission control equipment design capable of meeting

the emission limits in the permit The permit has been

changed to accortuiiodate due process concerns of IPP

Comment 4d Condition in the proposed permit requires IPP to select
the coal supply and to finalize control equipment design
before on-site construction of major equipment comniences

This sentence should be stricken because final selection of

all Of the coal supplies for the first several years of plant

operation may not be completed before 1983-84 On-site

construction is scheduled to begin in 1981 IPP will identify
the range of coal quality to be used In conjunction with its

selection of pollution control equipment Information on coal

supplies will be reported as it becomes available However
to require that IPP purchase coal before commencing on-site

construction of major equipment is impractical Similarly
the requirement that control equipment design be finalized

before onsite contruction of major equipment begins should be

deleted
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Response 4d This condition has been modified to require only approval of

the control equipment design prior to onsite construction of

major equipment Also included is requirement that coal

shall not be burned which is incompatible with the control

equipment design

Cnment 5d Condition does not indicate what standards are to be

applied by the person reviewing the proposed equipment how

that person is to judge adequacy of the equipment who must

meet the burden of showing inadequacy or how long the Region

may take in reviewing the proposed equipment

Resoonse The standards to be used in reviewing the proposed equipment

is the same as required under the PSD requirements to deter

mine that best available control technology will be applied

EPA will attempt to evaluate the system within 30 clays How

ever EPA may decide to have an outside independent evaluation

done under contract which would take longer To insure that

delays will not occur in the project detailed information

should be submitted as soon as possible

Coment Sd The continuous monitoring requirements in the permit can be

required under EPAs statutory authority in Section 114 of the

Clean Air Act The monitoring requirements must meet the test

of reasonableness

The monitor availability requirements proposed by Region viii

in appendix III are far more stringent than those set forth in

the new NSPS regulations The requirements should therefore

be modified to conform to the NSPS regulations which reflect

the Administrators conclusions as to the type and amount of

emission monitoring that may reasonably be required of new

source owners

The permit also requires that if continuous monitors do not

meet the prescribed availability requirements for trio succes

sive quarters IPP must replace the monitors with no assurance

that the replacement system would meet the proposed availabil

ity requirements Again the approach of the revised NSPS

should be followed

Response Sd Region VII EPA believes the permit monitoring requirements do

meet the test of reasonableness It is our position that the

Region VIII permit monitoring requirements will not require

different types or more emission monitoring equipment or more

sophisticated technology over that required by th NSPS regula

tions The state-of--art of emission monitoring does support
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the permit prescribed monitor availability requirements

Furthermore the 85% annual/75% quarter availability
requirement is not firm fixed standard as is the 55% monthly
availability requirement of the NSPS Section 60.13e4ii
of appendix III of the permit allows variances from the

availability Iequirements by allowing time periods of poor
instrument availability to not be counted for the purpose of

showing compliance with the 85%/75% limits Thus operators
acting in good faith can be excused from some of the

requirements if the poor instrument availability can be docu
mented to have been caused by conditions beyonc the operators
control

The requirements for annual certification of monitoring sys
tems and certification in units of the standard are presently
more stringent than NSPS requirements However EPA Head
quarters is in progress of eventually implementing such

requirements on national basis We prefer that IPP meet the

more stringent requirements now as opposed to changing them

later

Comments le The draft PSD permit would apparently limit IPP to

0.5 lb/b6 Btu of NOR regardless of coal type even

though the NSPS for the bituminous coal to be fired is

0.6 lb/lU6 Btu Numerous additional statements were made

regarding how the proposed IPP coal is classified as bitumin

ous coal and how NSPS limits for the coal should be

0.6 lb/b6 Btu for NOx Also statements were made

regarding the lack of any state-of-the-art advance in NO
control since the revised NSPS were promulgated

Response be See Response 7a

Comment 2e There are several adverse operational effects associated with

the lOW NO operating modes including slagging corrosion

tube wastage and reduced operating margin Individual coals

may have properties which cause the adverse effects but often

these effects are difficult to predict before actual

operations

Slagging potential increases in reducing atmosphere due to

the lowering of the ash fusion temperature of most coals

Calculation procedures used by boiler manufacturers to deter

mine furnace slagging and fouling potential were utilized for

two units referred to in the background document or NSPS and

then compared to actual experienced slagging conditions Also
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included was the calculation of slagging potential for IPP

type coal The following table shows the results

Calculated Calculated

Fouling Slagging Experienced
Coal Type Potential Potential Slagging

Montana Sub-bit t1B Low Low Moderate Severe

Colstrip and

Utah Bit Severe Low Moderate Severe

Huntington Canyon

IPP Bit High Low N/A

As these results indicate the existing methods for calculating

slagging potential are inadequate even for boilers designed to

fire the coals which are being burned the amount of slagging
experiences is high The normal method to control slagging is

to increase the excess oxygen which in turn will raise NOx
emissions Slagging problems currently exist for boilers

designed to meet the 0.7 lb/la6 Btu NO limitation further

problems of this nature can be expected to occur as the limit
for bituminous coal is lowered to 0.6 lb/b6 Btu new NSPS
To achieve limitation of 0.5 lb/b6 Btu with bituminous

coal in the absence of operating data is beyond the present
technical limits on the industry

Response 2e See Response 7a The Huntington Canyon unit designed in the

early 70s was tested to evaluate the performance of

tangentially fired units firing western bituminous coal
Results of the testing showed emissions ranging from 0.44

to 0.58 lb/b6 Btu with 30-day average of 0.54 The

applicable NO emissions limit for this plant is 0.7 lb/b6
Btu Information contained in EPA NSPS background document

450/278005a page 62 states that same new burner designs
will permit furnaces to be maintained in an oxidizin environ-

ment and will thus minimize potential for slagging at low NO
operation

Comment 3e Another consideration in evaluating the side effects of low

NO operation is the potential for increased corrosion or

tube wastage

Response 3e See Response 7a

Comment if An evaluation of the air quality impact by the State of Utah

which included all particulate emission sources including low

level fugitive emissions which were not included in the air
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quality analysis conducted by EPA and the IPP contractor
indicated violations of the PSD Class II increments and the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards NMQS off IPP

property Additional information needed from IPP would enable
better emission estimates to be made which might indicate that
PSD and NAAQS standard would not be violated

Response if Subsequent to this analysis IPP provided via contractwith

Stearns-Roger revised fugitive emission estimates These data
were reviewed by EPA and compared to PEDCo estimates EPA
selected the most representative emission rates for each fugi
tive source EPA memo dated 5/4180 These revised emission
rates were used to recompute each sources contribution and
the final concentration at each receptor on the Utah Valley
Model output was scaled by factor of 0.3572 This modeling
effort assumed that the particulate emissions act as gas
Recognizing the fact that the larger particles will not remain

suspended but will settle out over distance we made esti
mates of what portion of the fugitive emissions from the coal

storage piles and coal conveying and transfer operations would
settle out before reaching the plant boundary The settled out

fraction was deducted from the modeled concentrations and

showed that the annual TSP Class II increment would not be

violated The background concentration when added to the cal
culated increment concentrations showed that NAAQS will not be

threatened

Comment 2f Other major sources such as Martin Marietta must be included in

the modeling to access compliance with PSD increments and NAAQS

Response 2f The Valley screening technique was used to determine the inter
action of IPP and Martin Marietta Memo to Martin Marietta File
dated April 29 1980 This modeling effort showed no signifi
cant impact and it is highly probable that the combined annual

impact will also be insignificant
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Coment lg The Lynndyl area and the surrounding areas are vital to supply

the consumers in the State of Utah with products such as

fruit grain silage and dairy products Pollutants from

plant the size of IPP would be very detrimental if not

totally damaging to the area

Response ig See Responses ib 2b and ic

Comment 2q Acid rain resulting from the burning of coal causes severe

damage to crops streams and lakes hundreds of miles from the

emitting source The existing clean air standard which

governs certain pollutants does not really give us protection

against acid rain which is formed when sulfur and nitrogen

oxide emissions combine with moisture in the atmosphere It

then falls to earth as sulfuric acid and nitric acid in rain

snow and dust Records show this problem has greatly

increased in New York destroying some 170 lakes Scientists

at the present time are accumulating evidence of mounting

damage from acid rain to soil forests crops and buildings

Response 2g EPA is concerned about acid rain problems Additional

knowledge and authority are needed before proper emission

limits can be established to eliminate the problem Acid rain

problems have been observed downwind of sources burning high

sulfur coal with little or no emission controls EPA has the

authority under the PSD regulations to minimize 502 and

NOx emissions by requiring best available control technology

BACT or plants burning low sulfur coal The BACT

requirements in the TPP permit are more stringent than new

source performance standards NSPS NSPS for 302 would

require 70 percent control for the IPP plant while BACT

requires 90 percent control NSPS for NO would allow

0.6 lbs/106 Btu while BACT for IPP requires 0.55 lbs/lU6

Btu

tccnrnent3g The site for construction and operation of the 3000 megawatt

IPP plant near Lynndyl was proposed disregarding the fact that

it would pollute an area ideally suited for agriculture The

alternative site in Wayne County is not suitable agricul

tural area but does have the coal and water needed for the

plant without depriving an agricultural area of water neces

sary to produce crops All of these plus factors were ignored

for the Wayne County site This site was rejected because

pollution would affect the Class air quality at Capitol Reef

National Park for only 12 to 34 days per year

IPI 0_000945



itn

Response 3g See Reponse lb 2b and ic The Wayne County site indicated

problems in complying with the PSD regulations IPP and the

State of Utah decided no significant pollution is anticipated

at the Lynndyl site

Comment lh Region VIII personnel referred to the statement in the pre
amble to the proposed NO standards that highsulfur eastern

coal generally causes more severe tube wastage than low-sulfur

western coal 43 Fed Reg 42171 1978 This language it

was suggested may support the conclusion that sulfur content

should determine the Nox limit and that therefore those

using lowsulfur western bituminous coals should meet 0.5

lbs/106 Btu limit We do not believe it would be proper for

the Region to reach such ccncthSlon summary of the

reasons provided in the Hunton and Williams letter dated April

17 1980 are as follows

EPA established the standards on the basis of coal

classification bituminous vs subbiturninous and not on

sulfur content

The IPP range of coal quality has properties similar to

some eastern coals that were considered by EPA in

formulating the standards They did not separate the

standards on the basis of sulfur content

Given the absence of new information supporting lower

NOx limits on low sulfur bituminous coals Region VIII

must define BACT as 0.6 lbs/lU6 Btu for bituminous

coals

Compliance with NOx emission limit more stringent

than the recently adopted NSPS limits could introduce

corrosion slagging and other problens

Response lh The references referred to by Region VtIt personnel were the

preamble to the final NO new source performance standards

44 Fed Reg 33586 and 33587 on June 11 1979 and the back

ground information document for proposed NO emission

standards EPA450/2-78005a dated July 1978 reading of

the two pages in the preamble clearly states the reason why

0.5 lbs/106 Btu emission limit was not established for both

bituminous and subbituminous coals The following statements

are extracted from the preamble The severity of tube

wastage is believed to vary with several factors but

especially with the sulfur content of the coal burned

the combustion of highsulfur bituminous coal appears to
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aggravate tube wastage particularly if it is burned in

reducing atmosphere. Thus some concern still exists over
potentially greater tube wastage during lowNOx operations
when highsulfur coals are burned Since bituminous coals
often have highsulfur contents the Administrator has estab
lished special emission limit for bituminous coals to reduce
the potentialfor increased tube wastage during lowNOx
operation CE has stated that it would guarantee its

new boilers when equipped with overfire air to achieve the
0.6 lbs/106 Btu heat input limit without tube wastage rates
when eastern bituminous coals are burned BW has noted in
several recent technical papers that its new lowemission
burners allow the furnace to be maintained in an oxidizing
atmosphere thereby reducing the potential for tube wastage
when highsulfur bituminous coals are burned See
Response 7a for additional jusitification of the .55 NO
limit

Comment 2h Some recommended language was suggested to modify condition
in the proposed permit Under the terms of the recom

mended changes and other conditions in the draft permit IPP

cannot burn coal which would be incompatible with the air

pollution control equipment or the emission rates IPP must

provide the coal quality data as indicted in the draft permit
conditions as well as the coal quality specification range
for the air pollution control equipment as it becomes
avail able

Response 2h Condition in the final permit was modified to alleviate
IPPs concerns but will insure EPAs approval 0-f the control
equipment design prior to on-site construction of major
equipment

Comment 3h IPP maintains that the CEM requirements as contained in

appendix III are more restrictive than CEM requirements in the

new source performance standards NSPS Section 169 of the

Clean Air Act permits EPA to set emission limits mor strin
gent than applicable NSPS when it is justified by significant
new information or developments in control technology capa
bilities The Administrators determination as to the amount
of monitoring which can reasonable be required of source is

not subject to the exception in section 169 The NSPS rule
making reflects the amount of monitoring which the Agency may
reasonable require

Response 3h See Response 6d Appendix III requirements include monitor

availability limitations which are not more restrictive than
NSPS because of the provisiors under which poor data availa
bility may be excused by the Administrator EPA believes that

appendix III provides clarifications to the NSPS requirements
which will serve to guarantee their enforceability
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Comment 4h At the April 10 1980 meeting it was generally agreed that

the term production weighted average should be stricken

wherever it appears in appendix III and replaced with the term

arithmetic average Also that the final sentence of

60.46ag should be stricken

Response 4h Condition 4.was modified to eliminate the production

weighted averages from appendix III for the IPP permit and the

final sentence of 60.46ag was removed

Comment 5h 60.13a4 should be expanded to afford procedures for use in

the event of negative determination by the Administrator

Response 5h EPA has incorporated language to accomodate IPPs concerns

Comment 6h No reference is made regarding the inclusion of soot blowing

during the Reference Method source test of NSPS It should

not be required until the EPA Administrator has developed

position on how it should be handled

Response 6h EPA has established technique for including soot blowing

during source testing and it is to be applied during all

performance tests

Comment 7h performance test as defined by the NSPS is 30-day rolling

average Appendix III requires that all performance tests be

run at or above 90 percent of maximum production which

conflicts with NSPS and makes no sense from practical

standpoint

Response 7h Appendix III was modifieI to correct this problem

Comment 8h NSPS allow calculational procedures to be used to determine

compliance with emission limits when less than 100 percent of

the data which could be collected is available NSPS permit

use of continuous monitor and reference method test data in

performing these calculational procedures Appendix III would

provide that reference method tests could be used only to

demonstrate emission levels during the actual period of the

test 60.8g

çponse 8h The use of reference method tests in the permit Is allowed to

augment the required CEM data as provided for in NSPS Use of

reference method testing for compliance can only be valid for

the periods of testing due to load and control efficiency

fluctuations normally expected during such periods

Comment 9h The monitor availability requirements in appendix III are not

consistent with provisions in NSPS regulations To the extent

that appendix ILl requirements are inconsistent with NSPS

they should be changed or deleted
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Response 9h GEM averaging requirements are consistent with the 30day
requirements in NSPS primarily because operators acting in

good faith can be excused if poor instrument availability can

be documented to have been caused by conditions beyond the

operators control If CEM equipment is designed and operated
to attain 55 percent availability monthly it will achieve

much greater availability for longer averaging times

quarterly and annually See Response 6d

Comment lOh EPAs intended use of significant digits in the emission

limits by adding zero as the final digit could be accom

plished more clearly by adding the phrase not to be exceeded

to the specified emission limits

Response lOh The addition of zero to the emission limits is done to

indicate that permissible emissions are those below the stated

limit This is consistent with the EPA enforcement policy
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Connentor No Comentor Date

James Anthony 110-80
Intermountain Power Project

Jane Whalen 1-15-80

Southwests Resource Council

Lionel Weeks M.D 114-80

William Brownell 401-80
Hunton and Williams

Lowell 1. Smith and David Baker 4-01-80

KVB for IPP

Alvin Rickers 4-14-80

Utah Division of Environmental Health

193 letters from the general public 4-10/4-17-80

Henry Nickel 417-80

Hunton and Williams

IPI O_000950



APPENDIX III

Continuous Emission Monitoring CEM Revision to 40 CFR Part 60

Subparts and Da and Appendix for
Direct Determination of Compliance Status with PSD Permits

Applicable to Fossil Fuel-Fired Steam Generators

60.1 Expand to include

For purposes of this PSD permit the existing provi
sions of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart Da FR Vol 44
No 113 pps 33580 33624 June 11 1979 are

applicable as well as all General Provisions under 40

CFR 60 and the provisions of 40 CFR Part 60
appendix as amended FR Vol 40 No 194 pps 46240

46271 October 1975 Certain portions of these

provisions are modified and applicable to the facility
affected by this PSD permit These modifications

include deletions replacement and

expansion of portions of the existing provisions of 40

CFR Part 60 subparts and Da and appendix

60.7a5 Delete 30 and insert 114511

60.7c Add at end unless otherwise approved or changed by
the Administrator

60.7c1 Add at end The magnitude of all emissions and

parameters as required as defined in 40 CFR 60
Subpart Da shall be reported in summary form by

cause and range of magnitude above the applicable
emission limitations of this permit beginning at

midnight the first day of each calendar quarter as

given in Table II more detailed and comprehensive
format for report of other information will be made

available upon request Range is to be used when

systems have negative bias as demonstrated...during any

performance specification test under 60.13 Violations

of any 30day requirement will be listed for each day
when the requirement was not met

60.7c Expand to include

c5 The weekly average of seven daily zero and calibration

drift values for each week of the quarter for each

calibration point zero and upscale for each monitor

required under Subpart Da as computed according to

paragraph 7.2.4 specification of appendix

part 60

c6 Date time and initial calibration values of each

required calibration adjustment made on any monitor

unit during the quarter including any time which the

monitor was removed or otherwise inoperable for any

reason including reason why

IPI O_000951



1112

c7 The date and results summary of each performance or other

evaluation of any portion of the monitoring system during
the quarter

c8 The percent of online availability time by week for

each modular unit the total equipment necessary to deter
mine the value of single emission parameter
e.g NOx-ppm under 60.13e4 60.47 af and 60.49a
and as required in the applicable subpart as well as

description of down time under 60..7c3 and table III

c9 All conversion values used to derive the 24hour and/or

30day emissions or percent reduction for SO2 and NON
which include but are not limited to temperature and/or

velocity or volumetric flow rate of stack gases diluent
moisture ppm 106 Btu per hour from heat rate curve
and megawatt production

c10 The production-weighted average daily 24 hour emissions
for SO2 and NO for each boiler operating day of the

quarter

c11 The productionweighted average percent reduction SO2
only and emissions of 302 and NO for the 30

consecutive boiler-operating days prior to each day of the

reporting quarter

c12 Other information as included in the format for the Excess

Emission Report EER table of this paragraph as per

instructions of Tab Additional format guidance is

available upon request

60.7d Expand to include after inspection in line 14 The file shall

also include record of

The weekly specify as received or as fired composites

average Btu per pound and average sulfur and asj content of

coal expressed as pounds of sulfur or ash per million

Btu including assumptions for later pyrite rejection and

bottom ash removal Sampling and analysis shall be done in

accordance with acceptable methods prescribed by ASTM

All conversion values used to derive the 24-hour and 30day
values for SO2 and NOx which include but are not

limited to temperature and/or velocity or volumetric flow

rate of stack gases diluent moisture ppm 106 Btu per

hour from heat rate curve and megawatt production

60.7e Expand at end to include All excess emissions in Magnitude

Ranges opacity only and shall be reported to the Adminis

trator within twenty one 21 days according to the procedures of

this section Opacity excesses need not be included unless they
had persisted for at least twelve 12 minutes
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60.7 Expand to include

When the system output in units of the standard is docu
mented to have any negative bias during any series of

tests done under 60.13 then all values equal to or

greater than 80 percent of the applicable emission liniita

tion of this permit shall be reported under 60.7c1
This shall be done with designation of Range as on

table The reviewing agency will then take into account

the document bias negative and positive of the system
and evaluate compliance accordingly

Quarterly reports should be submitted on magnetic tape and

in format approved by the Administrator to the maximum

extent possible

60.8a Delete entire paragraph and insert Within 180 days after achiev

ing the maximum production rate at which the facility will be oper
ated but not later than 180 days after the first date which the

facility supplies electrical power to the grid on commercial

basis and at such other times as may be required by the Adminis

trator under the Act the owner or operator of such facility shall

complete performance tests described in 60.46a demonstrating

compliance of the facility with the applicable emission limitations

of this permit written report of the results of such perform

ance tests shall be furnished to the Administrator within 60 days

of the commencement of such tests

60.8b Expand at end to include Continuous monitoring shall be used for

compliance with SO2 and NO emission limits and may be used

for compliance with opacity limits At least four runs

hours each shall be conducted for compliance with particulate

limitations

60.8c Delete from line under such and insert at or above 90 per
cent of maximum production based on megawatt hours or at other

60.8d Delete 30 and insert 45 Expand at end to include For

particulate tests two runs of the four shall include at

least one hour of soot blowing of the air preheaters unless

continuous soot blowing is normally employed and employed during

each test The average emission shall be calculated based on the

proper ratio of normal operating time for the soot blowing and

non-soot blowing

60.8 Expand to include

e5 For purposes of efficiently and expeditiously facilitating

the tests onsite analysis results calculation and

preliminary reporting of SO2 emissions during all certi

fication or performance tests under 60.8a and 60.13c
unless demonstrated 30 days in advance to be an unnecessary

hardship Previous history of procedures does not consti

tute hardship
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Any reference method manualtype test conducted under this

section shall be used only to demonstrate emission levels

during the actual period of the test

60.11a Delete entire paragraph and insert Compliance with particu
late emission limits shall be performance tests under 60.8
Compliance with al SO2 and NO emission limits shall be the

continuous emission monitoring CEM system installed and certified
under 60.13 Emission limits for opacity shall be continuously
evaluated for compliance using GEM data Compliance with percent
reduction requirements for SO2 may be based on combined data from

CEM and fuel monitoring

60.13b After prior delete to conducting performance tests under

60.8 and insert to the day which the facility achieves maximum

production rate and the day which the facility operates on com
mercial basis

60.13c Delete or within 30 days thereafter Also include in line

after 60 days thereof after the commencement of such

evaluation unless otherwise approved by the Administrator

c1 Insert after appendix as revised herein for the

purposes of this permit and at the production load as

specified under 60.8c

c4 Expand at end to include Continuous emission monitoring

systems listed within this paragraph shall be reevaluated
at least once during any 12 calendar months in accordance

and demonstrate acceptability with the requirements and

procedures for determination of zero and calibration drift

2hour and 24hour accuracy error and calibration error
of measurements contained in the applicable performance

specification of appendix as revised for this permit or

as prescribed by the Administrator Reporting shall be

according to 60.13c

60.13d Delete from line check and insert shall determine the

quantitative values for both

d1 Delete as near the probe as is practical and insert at
least at the root of the probe unless otherwise approved

by the Administrator

Delete the entire second sentence beginning on line

Delete the entire fourth and fifth sentences beginning on

lines 14 and 20 beginning with Every six and The
gases respectively and insert in place REach span
and zero -gas cylinder or cell used in any monitoring system
shall be Initially analyzed not more than six months

prior to ue in accordance with EPA Protocol Number One for
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certifying values in compressed gas cylinders This proto
col requires specific traceability to NBS Standard
Reference Materials SRMs and is available from EPA upon

request The owner or operator shall supply to the Admin
istrator within 21 days of the commencement of use of such

cylinder.s or cells verification and certification

using specific EPA protocol The owner or operator of an

affected facility shall provide the Administrator 30 days

prior notice of such an analysis of replacement gas sup
plies to afford the Administrator the opportunity to have
an observer present

50.13e Expand at end to include

e4 Each monitor modular unit i.e each of the following
system components as unit Opacity SO2 NO
diluent and data handling units of continuous emission

monitoring system as required under 60.13 and 6O.47a shall

attain minimal annual the four quarters of calendar

year online availability time of 85 percent and minimal

quarterly availability time of 75 percent for each mdi-
vidual quarter Should any given yearly or quarterly
availability time for any given monitor module units drop
below these respective limits the owner or operator shall
within 40 days unless owner can demonstrate that late

delivery was beyond his control of the end of the first
unexcused year or quarter in question cause to be deliv
ered to the facility site operable factory tested and

compatible monitor modules entire component unit able
to replace the monitor module units which had unaccept
able availability times unless the owner or operator can

document and excuse the unacceptable performance to the

satisfaction of the Administrator within thirty 30 cal
endar days of the end of such year or quarter as provided
for in 60.13e4ii

e4i The data reported under the provisions of 60.49Thc shall

not be counted for purposes of showing compliance withe4 above

e4ii Documentation of such an excuse shall include at least one

of the following and shall be submitted in writing
including all supporting documents

That the- reason for the poor specific availability
time had not caused another previous occurrence of

unacceptable availability within the last two

years and the reason for the particular

unayailabilityin questioB will be prevented in

the future by more effective maintenance/parts

inventory program or
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That the entire system is once again fully operable
and has been for at least continuous days immedi

ately prior to the report and parts as applicable
which had failed are in stock at the facility or

The excused period of unacceptable availability is

perthd during which the provisions of 60.13e4 were
not met primarily because component or modular unit

of the monitoring system had malfunctioned and this

malfunction could not have reasonably been anticipated

by the owner or operator to have occurred An occur
rence of malfunction which could not have reasonably
been anticipated to occur is condition of improper

operation of the component or modular unit which in
view of the past experiences of either the vendor or

the operator in operating such equipment 0f the spec
ific type had not occurred with enough frequency in

the past such that an operator in compliance with the

provisions of 60.13e4 of this paragraph could have

taken the necessary steps parts inventory vendor

delivery and/or trained maintenance personnel etc
to be able to resolve such malfunction condition and

provide system availability times as provided for in

60.13e4 above condition of improper operation
for which the vendor normally stocks necessary

repair parts etc itemizes such necessary parts
on any suggested parts inventory list for the user or

suggests periodic preventive maintenance checks in

order to check for such improper operation will be

condition which could have been reasonably anticipated

by the owner or operator and therefore will not be

excused

e4ili Availability time may be recalculated by the Administrator

after excluding any unavailability periods excused under

this section

e5 Within 30 days after the Administrator notifies the owner

or operator using reports subnrnitted under 60.7 that two

nonoverlapping periods of unexcused unacceptable system

availability yearly quarterly or combination have

occurred and the provisions of 60.13e4 have not been

met then the owner or operator shall install calibrate

operate maintain and report emission data using the

second compatible module units then on the facility site
delivered under 60.13e4 unless the condition under

60.13e4ii2 is documented by the owner or operator
within 30 days of the end of the year or quarter to be

applicable

e6 Within 60 days of the date of installation under Section

60.13e5- the owner or operator of the affected facility

shall complete full performance evaluation of the entire
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continuous monitoring system for that pollutant under 60.13c
as revised herein showing acceptability of the system in

question according to appendix as revised for this permit
unless the module unit in question was the data handling unit

alone Within 30 days of the comencement of such evaluations

tests the owner or operator shall furnish to the Administra

tor minimum of two copies of complete written report of

such evaluation and test conducted above demonstrating

acceptability of the system according to 60.13 as amended

herein If the performance of any other module unit is

affected by the unit in question then these other units
shall be reevaluated as well

60.13h In the third sentence after opacity insert the following

and fuel monitoring

60.41a At the end delete the definition of Boiler Operating Day

and insert after period during which the following the

facility produced at least 50% of the maximum electrical power

which is possible when operating at maximum production for

24 continuous hours

60.43aa Delete 30 and insert 10 and delete 70 and insert 90

60.43aa Expand to Include 365 ng/JO.150 lb/million Btu heat input

based on the production-weighted average emissions of any

30 consecutive boiler operating days

60.43ag Insert after under in line 60.43aa1 and a2 of

Insert at end Compliance with the emission limitation under

60.43aa of this section is determined by calculating the

productionweighted average emissions for any averaging period from

the individual hourly values for each hour during which production

was maintained

60.46ae Insert after 60.43a al and a2 and insert at end

Compliance with all requirements under 60.43a shall be as provided

for under 60.43aag

60.46af Insert after 60.43a al and a2
In the third last sentence delete first and insert last
also delete 60 and insert 180 and delete initial startup of

the facility and insert the first date which the facility

supplies electrical power to the electrical grid system on

commercial basis On each of the 30 successive boiler operating

days of the above performance tests the facility shall demonstrate

compliance with the limitations under 60.43aa3
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60.46ag Insert after hlCcmplianceu with the requirements of 6O.43aa1
and a2 also delete arithmetic and insert

production-weighted and insert at end Compliance with the

limitations of 60.43aa3 is based on the productionweighted

average of all individual hourly values for given calendar day
during which production was maintained

60.46a Expand to include The method of calculating the emission

values for the requirements under 60.43a and 60.44a and other

applicable provisions of this permit shall be the F-factor method

as related to production level megawatts The heat rate curve

will be verified and may be revised by EPA in reviewing plant

production and fuel records during the first 24 months of normal

operation according to coal quality and production Calculations

are made using the individual values properly weighting these

values relative to the production level at the time when the value

-was recorded

60.47ae After insert fl
Expand at end to include In addition the availability require

ments under 60.13e46 will also be met

60.47af In the first sentence line delete will and insert may for

the purposes of meeting the availability requirements under

60.13e46 Also expand at end to include or more data

as necessary to meet the conditions of this permit

Expand at end to Include If this amount of data 55% is not

collected for each 30 successive boiler-operating days using

either the provisions of this paragraph or other methods acceptable

to the Administrator then the owner or operator shall not be

considered in compliance with this section The provisions of

60.13e4 do not apply to these data requirements under

60.47af

60.47ag Expand at end to include The 1hour averages used to calculate

emission rates under 6O.43aa3 as specified in 60.46ag are

expressed in pounds per million Btu heat input which are then

arithmetically averaged for each production hour for specific

day

60.47ah Delete will and insert may

U.47ai Insert after nitrogen oxides or EPA Protocol Number One

847ai Delete and insert Ci
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60.47ai Delete the remainder of the sentence following the outlet

of the sulfur dioxide control device is and insert after device

is the following 250 ppm or as otherwise specified by the

Administrator

60.47a Expand at end to include

The owner or operator of an affected facility shall install
calibrate maintain and operate continuous monitoring systems and

record the output of the systems for determining The total

amount of electrical power MWH produced each hour of each day
the approximate amount not necessarily measurement value of

moisture in the stack if moisture is added to the system after the

economizer the total volumetric flow rate of gas to the

atmosphere This may be related to the design or EPA-verified

heat rate curve and the EPA F-factor and tied to the production

monitor above taking into account temperature pressure and

excess air

60.48aa Delete 32F and insert 320F

60.49ac Insert in the first sentence after 60.47a the following and
60.13e and after 30 successive boiler operating days
the following or if the requirements of 60.13e4-6 are not

met solely by the CEM system

Performance Specification SO7 and N0 Stack Monitors

3.1 Delete concentration and Insert in place emission in units

of the standard

3.1.3 Insert after units or emissions in units of the standard

3.3 Delete concentration from lines and and insert emission
in both places

3.9 Insert after wall as determined by Method or testing or as

approved by the Administrator
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3.10 Conditioning Period minimum period of time as noted in

60.13b1 prior to the performance tests of 60.8 and 60.13c
during which the entire continuous monitoring system shall be

operated according to paragraph 6.2.1 of this specification

3.10 Table 2-1 of paragraph is revised to delete accuracy specifica

tion number and include

l.a Combined Accuracy Error 20 pct absolute value

and Precision Error the mean emission value of the

reference method test data

1.b Precision confidence 10 pct absolute value of

interval the mean emission value from

reference method test data

Calibration Error 3.5 pct each 50 and 90

percent of span

Zero Drift 24h.. pct of span

Calibration Drift 24h... pct of span

6.1 Delete the last sentence and insert This will be satisfactorily

accomplished in the field during the operational test period and

prior to the relative accuracy tests under paragraph 6.2

6.2.2.1 Expand at end to include During these tests the facility shall

operate at minimum of 90 percent maximum load according to

60.8c

7.2.1 In lines 3136 delete the sentence Accuracy is reported..

mean reference method value and insert in place Accuracy

error is reported as the absolute value of the mean of thearith
inetic differences in emission values in units of the standard

expressed as percentage of the mean reference method value

Precision error is reported as the absolute value of the 95 percent

confidence interval of the mean arithmetic differences in emission

values inunits of the standard expressed as percentage of the

mean reference method value

Figure 2-3 Accuracy and precision errors Determination is

revised herein according to Figures 23a and 23b

7.2.8 Expand at end to include The entire continuous monitoring system

shall perform and meet all specification of paragraph within the

required time limitations of 60.3a 60.12c and 60.13e6
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TABLE

OUARTELY EXCESS 4IS5IONS REPORT CEERI

Par Pass $zea Generazors Suopart
Porat for Sources in Region VIII

Mininun equireentS lJnder Section 60.7 See Tab

Part This retort includes all the required inforaticn
under section 60.7 for

Quarterly emission reporting period ending circle one

Mar 31 June 30 Sept 30 Dec 31

P.eportlfl.g yea.r _____________

--c Reporting date _____________

Person cpleting report _____________

Station nane ______________

Plant location ____________________________________

Person responsible for review

integrity of report

Mailing address for person in

Phone number for l-g above
_______________

Par Instrument Information Conlete

Monitor type circle one

Opacity SO2 NO 02

Manufacturer

Model no

___ _d Serial no
Installation daze _____________

ar 5.xcess eiS5iOnS by pollutar.t

Use Table ti Oo not ccmplete for dfluet cnitors attach

separate nar tive per Lse foat Taie
for Co utar-prcduced rorts Also r.ciude czer ioatio
as required under C.7

Rev 5/80

and

above

for each instrument

CO
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Table CCoiued

Part Conversion atars az apicabie for aciftc systns

Djluent neasued COz or C02 ______________

P-Pactor value used

Published or develoed _____________

ii Pc or Fw ____________

Basis for gas measurenen data wet or dry

Zero and Cal values used by instrunen

Opacity% SOCpp NOxppxa Diluent or
circle one

Zero

Cal________ _______ _______ _______

Part Continuous Monitoring Syse operation failures

See Table III Complete one thee for eacn onior
incLuding diluent attacn separaze narrat.ve er
instruCi0n5

Part CertificatiOn of report integrity by in 1-g
above

THIS.IS IC CERIIFf THAT TO ThE ._OF 2Y
Th INPORMATION PROVIDED TE A3OV RZPC-RT IS

COMPLETE AND ACCLRATE

NAME _________________________

SiGNATURE __________________

TITLE _________________________

Sug Format for Subpart and wurcss th Coiordo ontr or
-- Scu.i uakca Utah Jyc-rir.c
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T3L tI xcs En155 ions Si.ar eek

CPCITY Ieek Day

Nunbe of

Excsz 5SiCfl Percent of 6-Minute Peric
Pajige Cazezcr Edssi.cn Ln2.t During Day Reazcn Ccces

100-125 ________________ ___________________
126-150 _______________ _________________

C- 151L75 ______________ _________________
176-225 ____________ ______________

225 ___________ _____________

502 Week _______________
L5mit _____________

Nunber of

Excess E.iss ion Percent of 24 -cur PericdA
Raie Category izsIon Limit During Week Reason Codes

80- 100 _________________ ____________________
--..---.----- 1C1i08 ____________ ______________

--3--- 109420 __________ ___________
.--- 121-135 ______________ ________________D0 136-153 ___________ _____________

-E..- 153 __________ ___________

N0 Week Limit ____________

Nther of

Eccss ission Percent of 24 -Hour Period
.-Renge ctegcrv E..ssion Linit During eek Res.scn Codes

80-100 ________________ ___________________
101-108 ______________ _________________
109-120 ____________ _______________

__._ ._ .__..C 121-135 _________________ ___________________
_.._ .D 136-lu _____________ ________________

_____.__E_G 153 _________________ ____________________

otca to be used in aucatic data-handling sysze.s

.s define 40 CR 60 Da

Li.st in descending rder the your r.st frçuen codes by tnber foUcwed

in aeees the tber or ocurr.ces zze reason

To reo-zed by systens with neazive bias in aoac nor cztnzin
a.csciuC value crer see 0.7
To be cred within cencyoue 21 calendar days under 60.7e
3e 5iday morning nigh Liar date of -nday zin the

List the day of the week eg Tuesday
Addiioal iniortaticn rcuired under 50.70.13 and 60.49a shall
suplied in roriat acotble to the Adzinstrr
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TABLE UI

Coninuous Monitoring Systera Operation Fai1ues

Time Effect

Date Prom To Instrument Instrument 0utut

Azach naative cf causes etc
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TAB

Instructions for Completing the Quarterly
Excess Enissions Report ERR for Fossil

Fuel Fired Steam Generators

Comlete setarate report for each instrument installed

under Part 60 Subpart Pa Table

Complete Part as shown--be sure to check the reporting
period Indicate address and phone number of persons
responsible for report validity

Submit information in Part Subparts a-e for each

instrument

Use Table II as guideline in Part to report all

excess emissions as defined in applicable subpart Retort all

excess emissions Sequential numbering of eachexcess
emission is recommended On separate sheet of pacer
indicate in narrtive form for each excess emission by
excess emission number nature and cause tine

and duration and the action taken to remedy the condi
tion of excess emissions If no excess emissions occur

during the quarter you must so state
Use Reason Codes if done

automatically

Complete Part for each monitor except diluent Sta the
value and type of F-factor used e.g P-9820 dscf/.O BTU
State whether you used the published value or develoed
your own value from ultimate fuel analyses State the pro
cedure you used for developing this F-factor you may obtain

guideline for this by contacting john Floyd EPA Region
VIII Denver 303 337-4261 Indicate the basis for the

data--dry or wet actual stack conditions- for both th
pollutant and diluent monitors List the valuesused
during the quarter for your zero and calibration oint
checks on each instrument

Use Table III as guide in Part to list the tines dura
tions and effect on data of all system upsets or mal
functions Use separate sheet to explain in narraiie
form the detailed nature and extent of problems repairs
and/or adjustments connected with these system failures
as well as the action taken to return the system to prcer
operation include calibration adjustments if made dunn
the quarter Make additional copies of Table 111 as needed

Have the person in harge of the overall system and etontin
certify the validity of the report by signing in Part

The couter-roduced eauivalent Tables II ad will
be acceptable All retorts and notificazicis sal raarce as

rolows 1rectcr rorcee ivscn tSEA 13
Denver Colorado 2029 Att oxaz Varaas nor 3-37-23.
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